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DETAILED ACTION 



Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The references listed in the Information Disclosure Statement submitted 12/5/06 
have been considered by the examiner (see attached PTO-1449). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 20 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

The specification has also failed to disclose the claim limitation of claim 20* the last 4 
lines "wherein the first display unit and the second display unit may be interchangably 
attached to and detached from the processing unit". The specification does not teach one 
teaches one skill in the art how to make or use the first display unit and the second display unit 
may be interchangably attached to and detached from the processing unit 
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4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

5. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the visual display", "the processing unit" in line 6 
and 7, respectively. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 1-4, 8, 12, 14, and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ramakesavan (US 20030065734A1 ) in view of Koenig (US 
20020021 258A1). 

In regard to claims 1,14,16, Ramakesavan discloses a display system for a handheld 
computing device (fig.2 (200) "Laptop"), the display system comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 10/085,924 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2629 

a display unit (see, fig.2 (210), figs.3A, 3B (390), fig.4 (405), "PDA" ) having a 
display screen and a communications transceiver ([0023]); 

a handheld device ( fig.2 (200), figs.3A, 3B (300), fig.4 (400)), having a 
communications transceiver and sending display data to the transceiver of the visual 
display ([0023]); 

a first power source for the processing unit (fig.4 (435)); 

and a second power source for the visual display (fig.4 (430)), wherein the visual 
display is physically separable from the processing unit while displaying information 
according to communications from the processing unit between the visual display 
transceiver and the processing unit transceiver (see,[0032],[0034]). 

Ramakesavan has failed to teach that the display unit is flexible and 
expandable. The patent of Koenig is cited to teach that it is well known for a display unit 
to be flexible and expandable (see, figs. 1-3). Koenig also teaches that the driver 
controls the display images based on the display size (current expansion of the display 
screen) ([0032], [0033]). It would have been obvious to one skill in the art to recognize 
that the display driver of Koenig can update the screen resolution base upon the current 
expansion of the display screen in order to view continues images. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have been motivated to use the flexible and expandable 
display system of Koenig into the display system of Takahiro, because this will allow 
the user to display multiple images simultaneously to provide more functionality. 
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As to claims 2 and 18, Ramakesavan also discloses that the visual display 
includes and a storage unit (fig.3 (4)) processing unit (CPU) (fig.3 (2)). Ramakesavan 
did not expressly state that the storage device is a random access memory (RAM). 
However, it is well known to use a RAM as a storage system. 

In respect to claim 3, Ramakesavan disclose that the visual display CPU 
receives information over the wireless connection from the handheld computing device 
and stores the information in the visual display memory (see, page 3 of 5 [0012]). 

As to claim 4, Ramakesavan also suggests that the information communicated 
from the processing unit to the visual display includes information necessary to display 
the current display image and information related to the current display image (see, 
page 3 of 5 [0012]). 

As to claims 8 and 12, it is inherent for Ramakesavan display system to having 
input capabilities and the communications transceivers send and receive information 
using a custom wireless communication protocol. 

In regard to claim 17, Ramakesavan discloses a processors power source (fig.3 
(17)) and display power source (fig.3 (3)), but failed to teach that the display power 
source is lighter in weight than the processor power source. However, it would have 
been obvious to one skill in the art to recognize that the display power source has to 
bee lighter than the processor display because since the display is a portable in order 
for the user to carry light weight display the power source has to be lighter than the (bas 
unit) processor. 
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As to claim 19, Ramakesavan also teaches that the transceiver transmits 
information related to current display screen information to the display system to store 
in the display system memory while the current display screen information is being 
viewed (see, [0008], [0012]). 

4. Claims 20,22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ramakesavanin view of Lunsford et al (US006614350B1) and Koenig 
(2002/002 1258A1). 

In regard to claim 20, Ramakesavanin teaches applicant's claimed invention 
in the above rejection of claims 1,14,16 except, a second display unit, the second 
display unit including a second display area, a third processor, a third transceiver 
coupled to the third processor and configured for communications with the first 
transceiver, and a third power source coupled to the third processor and also wherein 
the first display unit and the second display unit may be interchangeably attached to 
and detached from the processing unit. 

Lunsford et al is cited to teach that it is well kwon for a computing system to 
have a second display unit (fig.3, col.4, lines 50-65,col.5, lines 17-31, a second display 
("PDA 40"), a first display ("PDA 20"). It is inherent for the second display unit (40) to 
have a display, a processor, a power source and a transceiver. Ramakesavaniu 
teaches that the first display can be attached/detachable from the processor (fig.4 and 
[0032],[0035]). Thus, Lunsford et al the first display unit and the second display unit 
may be interchangeably attached to and detached from the processing unit in order for 
the display units to exchange information with the processing unit. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one sill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have been motivated to incorporate the second display unit of 
Lunsford et ai into the first display unit and the processor unit of Ramakesavanin, 
because this will allow the display unit to exchange more information with the processor 
and each can monitor each other in a security web system. 

Koenig discloses an adjustable display device that is flexible and foldable, thus 
expandable (see, figs. 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Ramakesavanin and Lunsford et al by 
having the display be flexible and expandable, as in the invention of Koeuig. One would 
have been motivated to make such a change based on the teaching of Koenig that such 
foldable, flexible displays have been developed, offering a small size for portability and 
a large display screen size for use. 

In regard to claims 22-24, Ramakesavanin disclose a first display having a power 
source, but has failed to teach that the second power source is lighter in weight than the 
third power source, the first display unit is a ruggedized display unit, the first display unit 
is high resolution display than the second display unit. This is an obvious choice of 
design. One can pick and chose the weight of the power source or the resolution of the 
display unit or the rugged it of the display depending upon in ones preference and 
choice. 

/ 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 12/5/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments, see page 6, filed 12/5/06, with respect to the 1 12 
rejection to the specification for failing to teaches "display drivers capable of updating 
screen resolution and screen display size based on the current expansion of the display 
screen" and "the processor is configured with display drivers to update display 
resolution and screen display size based upon the current expansion state of the 
flexible and expandable display" have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
112 rejection with respect to the above limitation has been withdrawn. 

With respect to applicant's argument to claim 20, as correctly recognized by 
applicant, the originally filed claim recited the limitation of "wherein the first display unit 
and the second display unit may be interchangeably used with the processing unit", 
which is different from the currently pending claim that recites the display units being 
"interchangeably attached to and detached from the processing unit" with the 
processing unit. Therefore, the rejection is maintained since the scope of the claims 
has been changed. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., displaying information on a display unit.wirelessly received from a handheld 
device while the display unit is physically separated from the handheld device as 
recites in claims 1-4, 8, 12, 14, and 16-19) are not recited in the rejected claim(s), since 
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the claim merely claiming displaying information according to communications from the 
handheld device. Note that Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

With respect to the 103 rejection of claims 20 and 22-24, note that Lunsford 
clearly teaches a first and second display that may be interchangeably used for 
displaying information from the laptop computer (see Fig.3). 

The remainder of the pertinent topics for argument are present in the appropriate 
rejections above. 

Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Application/Control Number: 10/085,924 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2629 

CONTACT INFORMATION 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kent Chang whose telephone number is 571-272-7667. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 9:00 AM to 6:00 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sumati Lefkowitz, can be reached at 571-272-3638. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

571-273-8300 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to the Customer Service Window, 
now located at the Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kent Chang 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2629 
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